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REMARKS 

Claims 1-12 were filed on October 15, 2003. In the Office Action mailed on March 29, 
2005, the Examiner rejected Claims 1 and 9-12 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 5,720,489, issued to Pierce et al ("the '489 Patent"). The Examiner also rejected 
Claims 1 and 9-12 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by Tradeshow Advertising 
Material of Reyco Granning ("the Tradeshow Material"), provided by Applicant in the IDS. 
Claim 2 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over the '489 Patent in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 5,393,096, issued to Pierce et al ("the '096 Patent"). Claims 6-8 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over the '489 Patent in view of the '096 Patent, and 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,712,393, issued to Philipps ("the '393 Patent"). The 
Examiner objected to Claims 3-5 as being dependent upon a rejected base claim and stated that 
they would be allowable if rewritten in independent form to include the limitations of Claim 1 
and any intervening claims. 

Applicant has considered the Office Action and has amended the claims. Specifically, 
independent Claim 1 has been amended, as have dependent Claims 2-4 . New dependent Claims 
13 and 14 have been added. Finally, new independent Claims 15-17 also have been added. 
Based upon these amendments and the following remarks, Applicant respectfully submits that 
the claims remaining in the application, i.e., Claims 1-17, are in condition for allowance. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. §102 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1 and 9-12 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated 
by the '489 Patent. The Examiner also rejected Claims 1 and 9-12 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as 
being anticipated by the Tradeshow Material. Applicant has amended Claim 1, and respectfully 
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submits that amended Claim 1 is not anticipated by the '489 Patent or the Tradeshow Material, 
and therefore now is in condition for allowance. In addition, since Claims 9-12 depend from 
amended Claim 1, which is believed to be allowable, Applicant respectfully submits that these 
Claims are in condition for allowance. 

More particularly, it is well settled that all words in a claim must be taught by a reference 
for an anticipation rejection to be valid. In re Donohue, 766 F.2d 531 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 
Amended Claim 1 recites a claim element of "a vertically disposed brace structure extending 
between and being attached to said main members and a pair of hangers which are attached to 
and depend from the main members." Applicant respectfully submits that neither the '489 Patent 
nor the Tradeshow Material teach this element. In support of this, Applicant notes that the 
Examiner stated in Paragraph 6 of the Office Action that the '489 Patent "fails to show a vertical 
brace structure attached to the main members and a pair of hangers." Therefore, amended Claim 
1 overcomes the rejection. Since Claims 9-12 depend from allowable amended Claim 1, 
Applicant respectfully submits that these Claims also overcome the rejection. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. §103 
Claim 2 

The Examiner rejected Claim 2 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as obvious over the '489 Patent 
in view of the '096 Patent. Applicant has amended Claim 1 to incorporate the element 
previously recited in Claim 2 that is the subject of this obviousness rejection. Applicant 
respectfully submits that the recited elements of amended Claim 1 are not taught or even 
suggested, alone or in combination, by the '489 Patent and the '096 Patent. 
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More specifically, all of the words recited in a claim must be taught by the cited 
references for an obviousness determination to be valid. In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382 (C.C.P.A. 
1970). In making the rejection of Claim 2, which is now the subject of amended Claim 1, the 
Examiner relies upon the '489 Patent, referring back to the anticipation rejection of Claim 1, and 
additionally relies upon the '096 Patent as teaching "a pair of vertical brace structures. ..attached 
between the main members and the hangers." Amended Claim 1 recites "a vertically disposed 
brace structure extending between and being attached to said main members and a pair of 
hangers which are attached to and depend from the main members." As the Examiner has stated 
in Paragraph 6 of the Office Action, the '489 Patent does not teach this element of amended 
Claim 1. Applicant respectfully submits that the '096 Patent also does not teach this element. 

More particularly, in regard to the '096 Patent, the Examiner asserts that the Patent 
teaches a pair of vertical brace structures 120, 122 attached between the main members and the 
hangers 100, as shown in Figure 4 thereof (emphasis added): 
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More specifically, the invention disclosed in the '096 Patent is a trailing arm mounting 
bracket or hanger assembly 100 (See Col. 3, 11. 22-25 and Figure 5), which includes a side frame 
118, and front and rear gussets or vertical brace structures 120, 122. (See also Col. 3, 11. 15-25.) 
Front vertical brace structure 120 is part of only one of the hanger assemblies 100 and 
additionally attaches to a cross member of vehicle frame 110. Rear vertical brace structure 122 
is part of the same hanger assembly 100, and is attached to only one of the main members of 
vehicle frame 110, as well as to a cross member of the vehicle frame. Thus, the vertical brace 
structures 120, 122, which each form part of the structure of mounting bracket or hanger 
assembly 100 of the '096 Patent, attach to a single main member and/or a cross member. 

In other words, vertical brace structures 120, 122 not only are part of hanger assembly 
100, but moreover do not extend between and attach to pairs of main members and hangers on 
both sides of vehicle frame 110. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner 
incorrectly suggests that vertical brace structures 120, 122 are a separate structure from hanger 
100, and further that those brace structures each extend or attach between plural main members 
and hangers, which they do not. Rather, the brace structures 120, 122 are part of one hanger 100 
and only one of the brace structures attaches to a single main member . 

In contrast to the '096 Patent, amended Claim 1 recites a vertically disposed brace 
structure that is attached to and extends between a pair of main members and a pair of hangers. 
That is, as explained on at least page 10 at lines 11-25 of the application, and shown in at least 
Figures 9, 12 and 13, each inclined cross member 212 of vertically disposed cross-brace structure 
210A,B extends from a main member 221, disposed on one respective side of the trailer, and to a 
corresponding hanger 223A,B that is disposed on an opposing side of the trailer. Moreover, 
inclined cross members 212 are not part of hanger structure 223: 
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Applicant respectfully submits that the '096 Patent does not teach, nor even suggest, a vertically 
disposed discrete brace structure that extends between a pair of main members and a pair of 
hangers, much less a brace structure that extends between a pair of main members and a pair of 
hangers disposed on opposing sides of the trailer. Therefore, amended Claim 1 is not obvious 
over the '489 Patent in view of the '096 Patent. 

Applicant notes that, since Claim 1 has been amended to incorporate the vertically 
disposed brace structure recited in originally-submitted Claim 2, Applicant has amended Claim 2 
to recite the horizontally disposed brace structure that was removed from Claim 1 in its 
respective amendment. Since amended Claim 2 necessarily incorporates the elements of 
amended Claim 1, which is not obvious, Applicant respectfully submits that amended Claim 2 
also is not obvious. 
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Claims 6-8 

The Examiner rejected Claims 6-8 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as obvious over the '489 
Patent in view of the '096 Patent, and further in view of the '393 Patent. Applicant respectfully 
submits that expressly recited elements of Claim 6-8 are not taught, alone or in combination, by 
the '489 Patent, the '096 Patent, and the '393 Patent. 

Specifically, Claims 6-8 depend indirectly from amended independent Claim 1. Since 
amended independent Claim 1 is allowable for the reasons discussed above, Applicant 
respectfully submits that dependent Claims 6-8 also are allowable. 

NEW CLAIMS 15-17 

The Examiner objected to originally-submitted Claims 3-5 as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, and stated that they would be allowable if rewritten in independent form to 
include the limitations of Claim 1 and any intervening claims. New independent Claim 15 
includes the recitation of originally-submitted Claim 3, with the limitations of originally- 
submitted independent Claim 1 and intervening originally-submitted Claim 2. New independent 
Claim 16 includes the recitation of originally-submitted Claim 4, with the limitations of 
originally-submitted independent Claim 1 and intervening originally-submitted Claims 2 and 3. 
New independent Claim 17 includes the recitation of originally-submitted Claim 4, with the 
limitations of originally-submitted independent Claim 1 and intervening originally-submitted 
Claims 2 and 3. Applicant therefore respectfully submits that new independent Claims 15-17 are 
in condition for allowance, and thanks the Examiner for his suggestion of allowable subject 
matter. 
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CLAIMS 3-5 

Applicant has amended originally-submitted Claim 3 to reflect the recitation of the 
generally cross or X shape of the horizontally disposed brace structure, in light of the addition of 
new Claim 13, which is discussed below. Applicant has also amended originally-submitted 
Claim 4 so that it depends directly from amended Claim 1, rather than from amended Claim 3. 
Since Claims 3-5 depend from amended independent Claim 1, and amended independent Claim 
1 is allowable for the reasons discussed above, Applicant respectfully submits that Claims 3-5 
also are allowable. 

NEW CLAIMS 13-14 

Applicant has added new Claim 13, which is dependent from amended Claim 1. New 
Claim 13 recites a generally cross or X shape for the vertically disposed brace structure recited in 
amended Claim 1. New Claim 13 finds support in originally-submitted Claim 3. Applicant has 
also added new Claim 14, which depends from new Claim 13 in the same manner that originally- 
submitted Claim 4 depended from originally-submitted Claim 3. New Claim 14 finds support in 
at least originally-submitted Claim 4. Since new Claims 13 and 14 depend from allowable 
amended Claim 1, Applicant respectfully submits that Claims 13 and 14 also are allowable. 

The results produced by Applicant's invention have long been sought after by those 
skilled in the art, but up until Applicant's invention, the results have been unobtainable. By 
distinctly reciting new and non-obvious aspects of the invention in independent Claims 1 and 15- 
17, it is believed that the rejections based on anticipation and obviousness have been overcome. 
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Since Claims 2-14 depend from allowable independent Claim 1, Applicant respectfully submits 
that these Claims also are in condition for allowance. 

In view of the above, it is submitted that the claims remaining in the application now are 
in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the rejections is respectfully requested and 
allowance of Claims 1-17 at an early date is hereby respectfully solicited. 
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